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purpose for which they were used, the. specific assessment devices 
used to collect data and.the purpose for which they ‘were used, the 
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steps in‘ the assessment /decisicn making process. Results suggested 
that. agsessment and decision making in the field of learning 
disabilities are characterized by variability and,-inconsistency. 
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‘a contract (300-77-0491) with the Bureau of Education for the 
capped, Department of Health, Education, ‘and Welfare, U.S. Office of 
Education, through Title VI-G of Public Law 91-230. Institute inves- 
tigators are conducting research on the assessment /decision-making/ 
intervention process as it relates to learning disabled children. 
Research, activities’‘are organized into eight major areas: 


a . 


i Adequacy of Norfi-Referenced Data for Prediction 
of Success j 


II. Computer Simulation Research on the Assessment / 7 
_ Decision-making/ Intervention Process o © 
III.* Comparative’ Research on Children Laberéd LD and 
. Children Failing Academically byt,ot Labeled LD 
or . i . 
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IV. ‘Surveys on In-the-Field Ax 
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a Abstract . 


‘Data from quegtionnaires completed by 44 Child Service Demon- 


2 t : ° 
stration Centers were analyzed, providing information on the number 


-of children served, the definition of LD used, the kinds of assess- 


1. . ; 
nent data collected and the purpose for which they were used, the. 


specific assessment devides used to collect data and the purpose for 


which they were used, the typical composition of the placement team," y 


and the mafor sequential steps in the assessment/decision-making pro- 
cess. Results suggested that assessment and ews making im the, 
field of learning disabilities are sraracterized by variably and 
inconsistency. The implications of the findings for current a&sess- \ 


ment practices are summarized. 


) 


0 il t 


Current Assessment and Decision-Making Practices. in| 


Model Programs.for the Learning Disabled. 
\ , 


; ) 
With, the enactment of the Education for all Handicapped Children 


Act (P.L. 94-142), educators have been challenged to identify all 
. & » ry 
handicapped children and ensure that they are appropriately served 


through programs that meet their needs. A major aspect of meeting 


this challenge involves the appropriate assessment of children so 


that those requiring services can he identified. 


‘ 


-Assessment, broadly defined, is the process of collecting data 


se 


for the purpose of making educational decisions. Educators routinely 


use assessment data for the purpose of making screening/ identification, 


' ‘ 
classification/placement, instructional planring, nee evaluation, 


and pEoetem ‘evaluation decisions (Salvia & neers 1978). Assess- 


. 


ment is a pervasive ed in educational seeeiacs today. Yet, there 


are few guidelines as. “to what constitutes appropriate edieatdnnal 


assessment. Ysseldyke (1977), ieee and Algozzine (in press), 


and Ysseldyke and Thurlow (1978) have die eed several specific issues 


? 


that have evolved at each level of' data collection’ and deat ston making. 
4 : 


“As Ysseldyke and Algozzine (ih press) state, "the issues are especially 


pronounced .when educators make decisions about children thought ta 


4 = ~ 


have’ learning dipabiltetes: (p. 1). To‘date, it has betn extremely 


° 


d#fficult to characterize the ways in which decisions are made for 


. 
’ 


i about children said» to be learning diéabled, and even more dif- 


> 


ficult to characterize the extent to which the data collected in the 
: rs 


assessment process are useful (or even used) in decision making. 
b 


* ducted a survey of those who had labeled children learning, digahded, 


"to specify their reasons for identifying children as learning disabled, 


’ 


Mercer,’ Forgnone, and Wolking” (1976) addressed one major concern 


° 


relevant to the assessment of learning disabled children: fhe fact: 
P * 4 #& * 
that different states*have est&blished different criteria for char- 


* a ; i % ; 
acterization of children as learning disabled. Adelman (Note 1) con- 


. 2 
e - 


attempting to ascertain those factors considered important: in the 
c ° , . ; ‘ ‘ a Mae? 2 eae? ' 
7 ro ae . s . . 
labeling/identification process. Although few labelers were willing 


& 


- . . 
» 


the limited data collected indicated that the labeling process was 


dependent on findings of poor performance on achievement tests’ and/or. 
’ « . . ° 


s 


unsystematic direct and reported behavior'’al observatjons> 4 __ 


Despite the fact that there has been no operational definition of 


9 


. 
v 


learning. disabilities, and the fact that criteria used in identifying 


children as learning disabled have been both’ highly ey. ai 
~ _N . 


. ebutous,, educators have for some time been making decisions about 


\ : ? : 
children. One major group of educators involved in the assessment 
¢ - t . 


. 


and decision-making pracess as it relates to learning disabled young- 
~ , : ° ; 
sters is the Child Servicé Demonstration Centers. These centers have 


been funded" by the U.S. Office of- Educattion, Bureau of Education fer 
the Handicapped, through Title V1-G of the Elementary and Secondary 


Education Act: to initiate and maintain quality service programs ‘for 
’ oo é - 
leafning disabled children (Gillespie-Silver, Note 2). Essentially, 
e ae 7 


their, purpose is to develop and refine exemplary instructional programs * 
& ™ : , + 


capable of serving as models of services for learning disabled youngsters. 
. e ? . ‘ 


There are currently 52 Child Service Demonstration Centers (CSI)Cs) 


S ‘ 
in 26 states. Furnded*agencies include local education agengies, state 


. 


_ education agencies, colleges and universities, and a variety of other 
Pas . ; ‘ 


educatiénal enterprises. * Each CSDC is charged with the task of pro- 


‘ 


s 


, oe 
e 


viding services within a specific focus, including, for example, 


% 7 


programming for bilingual learning disabled children, individualized 
t ; i 


planning and programming, interdisciplinary assessment, and compensa- 


e 


tory education. | While surveys have been made of the characteristics 

of, the population served and remedial programs (Kitk & Elkins, 1975), 

there are little data on the assessment process ‘in serving learning 
. oo disabled children. 


One study that attempted to investigate screening and identifica- 
° . . . a 


” .tion procedures with learning disabled youngsters (NeGrady & Anderson, 


* 


“Note ,3) reported some relevant findings: (a) there was little consis- 
tency in the ways childre were. operationally defined as learning dis- © " 


abled, and (b) teacher referrals were the major avenue for identifica-, — “a . 
i : ’ ( : 
tion of learning disabled children. The authors of the report, how- oe 


ever., chose not to focug on specific assessment devices employed, nor 


did they attempt-to- answer their own questions regarding the person(s) : 


t 


v responsible for decision making and the stages of the decision making 


‘ P : 
process. . 5 ; ; 
‘ ‘ *, 


” 


The task of assessing children is basic’to identification, place- 


ment, and instructional planning for LD children, as well as to pupil ‘. 


oo * 


evaluation and program evaluation. This research .jnvestigated the 
& = im . 


* 


currently used assessment and decision-making pra¢tices reported by 


: he 4 we 


a sample of the 52 CSDCs. oo : . 
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Method 
. : . bi . a . sd . ~ 
Subjects - : : 
‘ > He « , : 


“Subjects were 44 Child Service Demonstration Centers located in 


20: Ue Bs states. These subjects were obtained from’a pool’of the 52 
CSDCs gunded during 1978-79 by the Bureau of Education for the Handi- 
capped, U.S. Office of Education, The 44 subjects were those centers 


réturning the questionnaire sent to all CSDCs; this number refilected - 


. 


. o 


é &y 
‘a response rate of 84.6 percent. 
F * 4 


‘ Five of the responding centers indicated that they were not in- 
_» volved in’ assessment arid instructiow. One center indicated that its . 


function wag to train professionals who in turn assess learning dis- 


*- abled children. ‘Another center reported that it was collecting data + 


r ; 4 wo 
from schools, gfor use Ty the development of computer assisted instruc- 


$ ' 


‘tion. Three centers indicated that their role was an ‘administrative . 


~ one in which thev worked with other CSDCs. .Thus, data for analysis 


, were providéd by a sample of 39 CSDCs representing 26 U.S. states. 


. 


Materials 


A quest ionnaire was developed to investigate issues related to 
(a) the definition of "learning disabilities" used in the identifica- 
tion of children to be, served, RD. kinds of data and the specific 
Z : / : 


instruments used for the purposes of screening, placement , ‘instruc- 


‘ Pay ¢ 


tional programming, pupil evaluatioén, and program evaluation, (c) 
the typical composition of the Yeam making placement decisions about 


children, and (d) the usual sequence Sf steps in the assessment / 
a ” ‘i : 


decision-making process, In addition, data were obtained on the date , 


each center began, and-the age range and number of children served 


o 
. 


* ge by each center. The questionnaire ig ingluded in Appendix A. 

/ 7 . . 1 * , . é : 
Procedure — , . 
eee 


, . a 


The questionnaire was-sent by mail to all 52 funded CSDCs, 


. 
with stamped enveloped enclosed for their return. A follow-up 


° . . at ’ 


* letter and second copy of ‘the questionnaire were mailed six weeks 
later to those’ centers not responding to the first mailing. 
/ ee ee eee of the item asking CSDCs to describe the 
- sequence of major gene in the ‘assessment /decission-making ne 
. a "model" of dhe major steps was developed? this model, sien in- 
cluded 13 steps, was derived from a brief review of the literature’ 
dealing meh sche ve decision-making and tadtviduanteed Educational 
Planning (IEP) processes (cf. Gillespie, |1978; Hoff, Fentony Yoshida, . 


ore. listkax! te, 1978; Walker, J:., 1976) as well as from , ne 
' : a review of a\sample of the responses to this ‘item by tspcs and: * 
Special Education Directors (cf. Yeseldyke & Poland, in prebs). me 
description of each step and typical examples of responses falling 


within each step are. given in Appendix B. ‘ ° 


4 | 7 a Results 
Center Information aa Ls 
4 Of the 38 centers responding with, information bomen ae He 
‘center began, 31°(81.6%) indicated that the center had been eunded in 
either 1976, 1977, or 1978. Five (13.12) centers began in 1974, and 
Gu0 centérs (5.323, ii oked Chat the center began prior to 1972 (1971 . 
and 1964). = Pe | "the 
The 36 err provided informétion on the oe of children - : 


‘ ‘ . 
- . « é 
af 


- eS ; . ’ 7 an 
6 _¢ an : . , i : ror 


they served reported a OL seer 4,218 children served during -1978- 


/ . ’ 


8 79. Vartiability was ’ preat,, with ‘oné center indicating no oupigres had 


heen served and another indicating 360 children had been served (X = 117.2, 


SD = 96.4). Several other centers indicated that data were not available. 


The age ranges of children served were ‘also aaa variable for the 
. 39 centers , providing this information. Ten of Giese centers (25. 6%) 
provided service to the sitive school-age range (6 years to 18 years), 
with four of these five aesudlne above dies below that range. test. 
* « a centers served a woze restricted age: pepulation: 16 (41.0%) focused ‘ 
7 “a on elementary-age children, and nine (23.1%) focused on adolescent 


children. Seven centers (17.9%) included pteschool-age children in 


the population served. = nee 


‘ aes, 


Definitions of Learning Disabilit 


: ae 2 
: | Thirty-eight G6DCs reported, the definition of "learning disabili- 
ties" current ly used by ee in the identification of children. be 


, 1 to be served. .Respondents were given four options: (a) the defini- 


tion proposed by the. National: Advisory Council on Handicapped Children 

ingl968, (b) the definition,from the proposed Fed@ral Regulations of 
. . ° . is * ~~, 
o November 29, 1476, (c) the definition in the Federal Regulations f 


peceper 29, 1977, and (d) other (to be specified). Overall, nine 


ed ce (23. 7%) reported use of the National Advigory eounedt defini- 


. ° 


: 


tion, two centers * (5.3%) veported. use of the 1576 ‘pwoposed Federal eee 


° 


Saal e . tas 
Regulations definition, 26 centers (68.4%) reported use of the 1977 


* . 
. . 


Federal Regulations definition, and three centers (7.9%) reported use 


’ s 
* 


of another definition. Included in the "other" criteria were state } 


23 guidelines, CSDC definityion, and "no definition" in compliance with Atate 


7 4 
4 


¥ ae a 


se ee * |. | ee ee 
u, law eUEEEC eee labeling of children. Three centers indicated that 


J two of the options | were used as an operational definition. he, combi- ae 

nations Siete @) the National Advisory Gouneil ee and : ae 
_ . ie 1976 proposed: Federal Reewlaetone definition, (b) the 1976 pro- | 
, ' Resed Federal Regulations definition and a 1977 Federal Regulations a 


a definition, and @ the 1977 Federal gepdieenane definition cand a. we 
state guidelines definition, 


Assessment Data 
Table 1 presents the responses of 39 CSDCs concerning the kinds of 


? : ° : : : e cad , os U 


a te ya 
data collected about students and the purposes for which those data 
were used. As indicated in the table, nearly all centers ysed all kinds 
° ‘ ae » 


‘ : F 7 ge : m ‘ 

of data. All centers used norm-referenced tests and all but two cen- ( 
‘ _ , ‘ eo 2 : . ’ 
* ; ters used criterion-referenced tests. The‘kind of data least fre~ . 


« 


*, quently used was medical data, yet these data were still used by more ~ 


« 


‘than 70 percent of the centers. M@Brreees Foy which the different , 


kinds df data were used was relatively invariant: nearly all kinds 


of data were used for all types of decisions ranging from screening to 


". program evaluation. The’least.variability was evidenced in the screen- 
ing (range = 48.6% to 77.1%) and’ placement (range = 45.7% to 82.8%) sie * 


+ 7 ' ' 
The greatest variability was noted in the area of program evaluation 
: 4 : , ; 7 . 
-“ * (range = 3.6%-f0 76.9%), with medical data and hedical and social his- 


e 


tories being uged least frequently, and norm-referenced: tests” being . 


cused most frequently. Norm-referenced tests were used most frequently 


F in all areas, except for the purpose of i a programming 


: ' where criterion-referenced: tests and informal ie a used more 
° e : : y - 


* often. 


‘ 


“Ae ry 


‘ : °- m4 « 
24 The specific devices used by three or more centers and the pyrposes 


ne : tac a Se SS eee pear ge ern ey “ : . vo 


7 . . : gh a an . 
“y ‘ " -_Insert ‘Table 1 @bout here * ml 4 _ ae es : 


m8 . s : é fe 


° ( te wre ee ee ee ee re "a 
. 2 . ‘ 
eae . * . ” e 
7 ! 


_-. ‘Agsessment Devices ' oo 4 » * . whee ate 


fhixiyinine CORCs, provided. dngormation | or che dpecific’ devices Fie Bing 


r a ” ¢ : a a o oe eo a 


aa a esate ehivdeen and “the purposes for which each was Meede. “s 
The numbet of devices, ligtéd by ‘the: Weapons ingseentere varied greatly, . & 


° ° 


; ranging from hres. to 39 a =.11,5, = = 6, byes One center mowed phat 


"ae weed over 50° are devices, but ligted only thosd seven used 
ate. 24 . ait ety a 


most frequently. Pearsey Pro “e 
¢. - ‘ n 
eo? 


nm '¢ te 
between (a) the. Mander of il¥ren pexved by eaoh CSDC and the nyi@bex ‘ 


ean * n e : - 


of: devices selected es tb) the ‘ndmber of years bach center 2 


® 


%t—moment, ‘correlations were, calculated 
o e 


SL. : 

‘had“t vn “in “pristence and the number of devices selected, nese corre- 
iy 4 ¥ . @ . ” : . e . 
— Agtions os evnpaces to. obtain some measure ae the relationships, -. -" 
& * * 


between the size of the -CSDC and the numBer of devices selected and be- 


iy te ° ia] 
tween the experience; A igeoty of che: cspc and the names of devices ee \ ' 


2* 


selegted. The correlations wgre -- 182 and .320, respect yerysnestict oe 


% . . ‘ . 
. -* ry A . | . bed » 
« a ( 


was significant. - ‘ 


: v 
a 


, #5 ' , s a ° 
ot “hich they: were: used are gumnarized in Table 2. Thifty-one differ- 
a ‘ hi ; P _— : 
* ent ‘comméscial ‘devices and avardety of infornal/center-devetopse in- - 
struments were ised by: three or more ee an additional 16-differ- 
ent ener used eby only two, centers and an additional 105 different ; 
devices were higed by only. ope centek. 10% "Ls notable, that no mie devicé, | 
was “used ieee. o Oftly five ee devices were used by 
rs . a “ 


more than half of the responding ‘centers--Key Math’ (59.0%), PLAT (53.8%), 


* , 
f os . 


ty 


~ 
te 


WISC/WISC-R (64.1%), WRAT (59.0%), and informial/center-developed instru- | = 


enters reporting the use of informal/ - 


. i ments (59.0%). Of the 23 | 
co : , P : a Y ve 
* center-developed assessment§ devices, 17 used more than one such de- 


a : s ‘ ‘ 
‘vice; the number of such gvices used by each center ranged from one 


~ . ‘to seven’ (X = A\86: SD =.1.72) $6 : ies 
ae =u aaa ; : ° ; 

é : ' Lt - , : 7 om ‘* oe 
ie = : SSS 3 SS SS = SSS SSS SS 9 ee ss .¢ fas . 8 
‘ : oe Insert Table 2 about: here , ; 

The data on the purposes for.which each assessment device: was used : 
| > a ; 
- ° reveal that nearly all .devices were tised for almost all purposes. * + — 
a Assessment devices. do not seem to have keen selected to Serve’ any one 


i. % % : ; ; - ° 
_ function. °The purpoge for which tests were used least frequently was , " , 


program evaluation. .Six of the devices. listed in Table 2,were not used 


. \ 
. ‘ as . 


for this purpose. -y- ‘ ‘ ‘ 


Thirty CSDCs pxeuided information on the extent to which sathctea ite ; 

“was uged for ey ae using a 6-point: scale (1 = eters 2 = eel. 2 
3, = occasionally, 4 =" gpennenely, 5: = almost aivaye. 6 = always). ": . | 7 
a: ' oo 

] . " Means and standard’ deviations of these data ‘are presented in Tabié 3 :- 


> “for the five assessment devices. “used by more than half of the centers. © : 
. «4 2 ee cae 


- * 


' 


As is evident from the standard deviations, there was a.great deal of 


° oa J 


i ell % variability in the ratings given to each device for each purpose. In , . 
‘ “ every case, at \Least one CSDC -gave a‘rating of 1 (hever used) and at 


Pr e . 


leasf one other CSDC gave a- rating of 6 (always, used). In terms of mean 
ratings, four of te devices were used more than "frequently" for at 
he _ least one purpose’: PIAT for placement and pupil evaluation, WISC/WISC-R as 


y 


oe for placement, WRAT: for program evaluation, and ‘informal/center-developed ° 


devices for ‘instructional programming. Overall, the PIAT and the 


’ . at 


informal/center-developed devices had the highest usage ratings. 


} , i Pala : 
; 4, 7 a ae es ee 
* ee Insert Table 3° about here ; ‘ a 
eo ea Wea Se oa eee ene ” ‘ 


‘Data on the commercial tests used foe) aasesemene by three or more 


- ; ram 
centers (those ligted in Table 2) were judged in terms of their techni- 


cal puequacy: Technical edaanaey was evaluated on 1 thewee dimensions:, 


. 


norms ,- ree tre and validity. Tests considered to be technically 


inadequate weve ctnese which did nqt “include information on a dimension 


~ 


and those which did not meety the criteria specified by Salvia and Yssel-: 
mies Od 
dyke (1978), Ysseldyke (1978a), and the APA (1972) Standards. + The tests 


use the CSDCs. are evaluated in Table 4. ‘The evaluation indicated ~ 


. 


that of the 30° ‘specific Seep uged by -three or more centers, only” 
o' oe 


eight (26. 7%) naa techypically adequite norms. Of the 30 devices,, 10 
(33.3%) had reliability une for use in decision making, while nine . 
(30. 0% ) had technically Saequake validity. Of the fous devices used by 
moré than half of the ra (Key ih PIAT, WISC-R, and WRAT) y two 
«50. 0%) had technically adequate norms, tees (75. 0%). had adequate 


~ ” 


cettebirter, and two (50. 0%) had sical validity. 


we en ee ee ee ee 


Placement ‘Team Composition 


Thirtyreight centers provided information on the typical Gomposi- 


tion of ‘the ‘group of individuals making placement decisions about chit- 


dren served by the center. The number of Nidividuals typically involved 
a 4 
. ie ’ 
Lee 


a 


é 
x! Sti 
<7 of Ss 

. 4 
in piacener i iia from three ,to 16 different persons 


v * 


= ‘8. oo “SD * 2, rae Table 5 presents a list of the ‘specific personnel 


wo 


theluded on "the CSDC placement teams as well as the percentage of 


“*. 


CSDCs ine Luding each type of mahex: As ca the table, regu- 
lar classroom teachers were most eee included as members of the 


CSDC placement teams. Parents and . LD speciaitats were also aeueuonee 


v 


by more than 75 percent of the CSDCs. - - , 


Insert Table 5 about here 


JScscecetase aso PeceSin ooseee SS. ‘ 


steps “ ENE EeSesement Process, Ws 


The CSDCS were asked to list. the on steps in their center's 


aeecesient/dectsloucnayins process. Thirty-five a 


with four of these providing a ranted flow chart rather than listing 


. 


1 
~ 8 ‘ 


steps on the questionnaire. The auuber of steps “desighated on the 


« 
o 


questionnaire by the 31 centers ranged from four to 13, ‘with the mean 


‘number of steps being 8.97 (SD = 2.62). -. . ' ~ . f 


extent to which 13 basic aspects of assessment and decision making 


Responses of the 35 “enters were analyzed by investigating the 


¢ 


were included ‘by sthe: centers. Table 6 presents’ the 13 aspects and the 


Pad 
percentage of centers mentioning each aspect- (regardless of the er iain 


oe 


tion within the sequenc®. Two steps were mentioned most frequently: 


the referral or "finding" of a child (94.3%) ard assessment (97.12); 


‘ 


these were the only steps mentioned by at least 50 percent of the 35 


CSDCs. 


» 


cad 


. , 
_step included a description of either the content of the assessment ’ 


= . 


. | ; 
The assessment stép was often specified in considerably more de- 


. . / 
tail than the other steps, Seventeen of the’ 34 centers liseme this 
oe r) ‘e a xs . 


° 


4 


(N.= 16) and/or the professionals involved in the assessment (N= ee 


a 


Table 7 presents the edsegsment content areas and sro ceastauaile ‘most 


. 3 
: : oo 
frequently mentioned 9 the capcs. * Psychological Peer an 


e . c 


observatgon Procedures were the’ most frequently specified content 


areas. _ The psychologist | and etilay class teacher were the professionals 


most frequently ment {oned. ra “es . a ‘ 


‘ 
. ; ‘ f : . . 3 ° 
oe 


® it ah a od i in iden iis i i in ky nr SS Si ip toa ad ae y 


‘ 
Ue 
ry 


Notably, the appointment of. an assessment team (11147), the eligi-’ 
sa ‘ yy we 
bility determination (14.3%), parental pernsenicn for placement ane, 


~ e 


‘and the development of strategies ‘to implement an. IEP (14.3%) were 


‘ 


mentioned Ky less than ‘15’ percent of the GsvCs. Also of tnbercst is 


the finding that only 42.8 percent of the centers mentioned the > ie 


’ 


ment of an ‘Adtyidunlieed Education Plan Guay! as a specific Seep, 


” 


It should be noted, however that the low percentages cannot be cnben.. 


as evidence that these steps do not occur; instead, they may simply 


suggest that the steps are. not considered to be major Steps in the 
assessment /decision=makinyg sequence. 
In terms,of sequencing, nearly all CSDCs conformed ta the sequence 


presented in Table 6. Even when several steps were omitted from a S 


list, the order of the remaining steps cohtormed to that in’ the table. 


All of the CSDCs8 except five listed ‘referral or child Find as the 


ad 


x 


(25.7% also ‘ingluded parent referrals). 
wy * a 


their asséssment/decision-mak{ng process was the follow-up or review 


13 


first mBIOF step; two centers preceded the referral step with a step , 


a? 


involving the”existence of. an in-school probren and one preceded it. 
with the appointment of the assessment team. ,Two of the centers-did 


not mention a referral step} both ‘indicated that the assessment was 


the first major step. Of interest was the finding ‘that 51.4 percent 


v e 


of the CSDCs specifically noted that the. referral came from the teacher 


y 


When a different order from a a le in Table 6 was given, 
ehe major difference occurred din the a of placement decision. 


- . > 


den commonly (20. 0% of the CSDCs) the placement’ decision preceded ov 


» .Y 


| » 3 
development of the LEP.- Almost 10 MCrcene (8.6%) of the Deerf ated \ 


v 
indicated that the placement décision “was made before parents were con- 
tacted about the assessment rgfuts. gne penter indicated that the: 


. i Q P 
placement decision was made prior to’ fhe abecsamenee. : 3 


o- 4 . . 


Over half of the CSDCs (54/32) noted .that a final major step in 


» 


: 
+ _ 


of the placement or IEP. 8 
| ) . | | 
Discussion . . , 

f- 


Chjld Service Demonstration Centers for Learning Disabilities were 


v 


established for, the purpose of serving as models of what "ought to be" , 


7 


for learning disabled children. During the 1978-79 academic yéar, 39 


o 


- 


of the 52 CSDCs made decisions about a large number of children, pro- 
rs ' we 


viding services to oyer 4,000 youngsters ranging from 3 to 21 ‘years of 


, age. The majority of these centers were funded after the enactment of. oe 


* 


P.L. 94-142. For the most’ part, the CSDCs have contributed to current 


@e 


. 


. . s 


educational practice and have aac to document their success , ae 


te me 


- 


J ° (ch. pillespie-Silver, fiore! a}. a the results of the present 
survey, with respect to the assessment and decision-making practices, 
: ~ 


are both enlightening and disturbing. 
. YF * 


The assesSment and decision making process can be described as 
ry . : i . % ~ 2 t 
' multidisciplinary. A range of individuals comprise the placement team. : 


_s* . * 
*. & 


He Teachers, cee appear to have- major ,responsibilit -in the entire 


e 


- assessment and decision-making process. They are the most frequently 
¢ a r 


cited source of referrals for psychoeducational desessiient, a finding 


_ which Sin apcend wich the conclusion of McGrady. and, Anderson (Note 2) 


° 


that teacher referrals. are the major avenue for the identification of. - 
learning disabled children. Regular classroom teachers.also are the .' 
" 8 . 


. . ‘ : : , * . i < io rh 
Ss most frequently included member of the placement:team. These’ findings ng 
a. , . ne : ' 
he +3 serve to highlight thé often expressed+need for teacher-training in , 
“ow * . - ri 2 i an 


. 


7 assessment-related -areas (Walsh, Serafica, & Bibace, 1976) especially 


in view of the reported dissatisfaction of regular classroom teachers - 


*. . 
° . . td 
‘ 


. with the team decision-making process (Yoshida, Fenton, Maxwell, & 


a 


Kaufman, 1978). ye 
While the assessment and decision-making process yay be character-- . 

ized in-a Seute le light: by its ae naa aed nature, it also tis 

characterized by both variability and inconsistency. Using the infor- 


mation from CSDGs as a sample af what is eapeuine in the field of 


learning disabilities, it appears that different groups define their, 


‘populat Loris differently and collect different kinds of data. There is 


no apparent relationship between the massive number of tests adminis- 


tered and the inférmation needed to place children, and plam programs 


‘ 


t 


even technically adequate.- As noted by others lvia & Ysseldyke, 1978; 


Ysseldyke, 1973, 1978a, 1978b, 1979;, Ysseldyke Algozzine,- in press; . 


. 


Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Regan, & Potter, 1979; Ysse dyke & Salvia, 1974), 


: the technical inadequacy of ‘standardized tests is one of the ‘most crit-~* 


; : ge 
ical issues in making psychoeducational decisions for and about learning . 


disabled students. . > 
. Rothkopt (1973) raised some majdr questions regarding the, role of = 
. ; : : Re is : : « Py , . \ . 
research in educational settings. The analogy hejused. may be’ relevant, 


to the current state of the art in ass¥ssment and decision making‘ re- 


“lated to learning disabled students: | : 2 & t : rf 
Ethologists have observed captive starlings going 


. 
‘ 


, _ through the highly stereotyped aerial acrobatics of ,their 


insect-hunting maneuvers without another ‘living thing 


aN 


withia the empty air of their cagesy besides themselves 
(Lorenz, 1937). The male of a small fresh water fish, 


the stickleback performs a complex zigzag dance in an 


we 


. early part of its mating ritual.... In the stickleback 
a. aaa ‘ h : ° . 
kat dance, of the male ordinarily does not take : y 


plgte without the presence of the pregnant’ female serving 
* 3 ; 


as eeleaser, Ethologists have however: sometimes observed : ; , 
the elaborate zigzag canes without; any female or without 
any other fish in the vicinity (Tinbergen, 1951,. p. 62). 

tiseee a yas called the performance of these complex, . ‘ 


¢ highly cbordinated reactiotis without the presence of a . _ 


suitable releaser, Leerlaufreaktion. “This literally , 


16 
Means an empty ‘run. reaction but it. is usually rendered | ‘ 
t., t- ; * 


in’ the English literature as vacuum,reaction or sometimes 


i 


v Py : ( 


as overflow reaction. -According to LOFeNZgycertain 


. basic well integrated responses occur in certain species 


when two conditions are met. »These are: +1) that internal 


se ‘ 
of 


hormonal \secrétions and .the tension system associated . 
with thém exeeree a certain minimum level, and 2) that 


? 
e * 


a suitable and highly .specific releasing stimulus occurs. , 
j P . ia , 


When no such specific releaser appears in the immediate ' 


environment: of the animal, the tension system continues 


. , : 4 
to increase until-it finally gets so high-that the reac- 
tions will take place in essentially complete form even 


i gn the absence of a suitable releaser. Such Leerlauf 


~ 


reactions do not benefit the species. They are highly . ‘ 


* "elaborated acts for which no suitable occasion exists and. 


5 tf 


which setve no purpose, (Rathkopfh, 1973, p. £0) . 


¢ ‘ * 


‘We would like to suggest that many of our current effort# in oa 


° 


assessing LD youngsters yesemble leerlauf Sai. We very often 
éngage in a highly complex set of: behaviers (assessment ) in the 70 | 


absence of a suitable releaser. Those who assess children too often 


do so without Net understanding of "why" they engage in assessment. 


e 
s 


Clearly, considerable thought needs to, be given to current assess- 
: ; ; 


ment practices. Not only must devices and techniques be varied in 


sf 


light of the kinds Ney decisions to be made, .but those who assess chil- 


dren must make greater efforts to select technically adequate’ instru- 


e 


. 
4 
| Sted 


vt 
\ : . : 7 7 , 
ments, These data should help shed light on’ the crf{tical importance - 
~ a is .¢ . > . 


eo . and magnitude of the task facing us all. ‘“ o¢ ° 
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Table 3 


Extent to Which Five Most Used Assessment, Devices Are Used For Different Purposes” 


a a ee 


Purpose for_ Wiich Used 1 


. Number ac ae OR re ae Se owe et we i ce 
wt : CSDCs) Instructiogal ‘Pupil Program 
pee eee ee oe ee Evaluation 
Key Math 12° > : a 
X - 2.33 * 2.75 3.42. § 3.25 2.17 
SD 2,06 2.30 2.06 2.14 1.99 
a 
IAT #1 
X 3.14 4.00 2°93 4.43 3.21 
rr 2.07 2.08 1.94. wl.70. 2.33 
1SC/WISC-R Wo ar 
K 22.53 65 2.29 2.82 1.47 
SD 2.21 1.93 1.79 2.07 1.37 
RAT 18 A 
X 7 4.17 3,61 2.06 3.39 4.22» 
sD a 9 +e 228 - . Pao” 2.29 «© 2,26 
inborn? 21> | 
Center~Deve Loped ae . . 
X | sh: 3.07. - 4.10. i) er 
sp . 2.47, *2,07- | 178 2.06 . 2.09 


2 4 
ee me me ee ee eee te 8 eee ee ee me ee me ee ee ee te a ia es ee 


The extent to which each device was used for each purpose was rated on a 6-point scale, 
where L=never, 2=rarely,,. EOC CRA EONAT TY: so EPequenely 5=almost anys) 6=always. 
Se 


" 971. CSDCs provided ratings for .59 iviormal/eentertiew ott devices. The ratings for 
ERI©) ev enee were used In pbtdi yang ene means and standard deviations for each purpose, 


1 


ae ce 


? ic Table 4 , : “ 


Technical Adequacy of Devices Used by Three or More Child Servic 
3 Demonstration Centers? 


° 


a tr 


"lt Test ; . ‘ Norms Reliability Validity 
‘ Beery Developmental Test of Visual- a 
Motor Integration - - : = 
rf ; Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt . : ; ” a - - 
Brigance Inventory of Basic Skills — oo - _ at 
° California Test of Basic Skills. v4? * * 
Ee ’ 


Carrow Elicited penesare Inventory - a - 
ty Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude - - se 
| Cates- ~MeKiLlop Reading Diagnostic Tests . - _— - 
Gilmore Oral Reading Test - - es - 
“Goldman-Fristoe Test’of Articulation 7 CR \ a . + 

[llinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities - - — y 
Key ‘Math Diaenoae te Arithmetic Test? : - — = 
McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities + + + 
« _ Moto@#Free Visual Perception - 7 - 
) Peabody Individual Achievement Tests 4 5 . + + a- 
Peabjdy Picture Vocabulary Test - 
Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale . : a - - 
Ruben k . + k 
, Slossen ~~ - a § st 
: SRA Achievement . +: 7 ‘- 7 
; Spaghe Diagnostic Reading Scales - a - 

Stanford Achievemegt Test & + 
: Stanford-Binet * . + - "Sal 

Test for Aud itory Comprehension . - a 7 - 

Utah Test of Language Development = = = 

; Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test ~ ~ - 

WAI6 : +. 

WISC-R° a 


Woodcock-Johnson’ Psycho-Educational Battery 


t- 


+ 
+ 

; : -d 

Wide Range Achievement Test Lo i+ a 
+ 
+ 


‘Woodcock Reading Mastery 


ahs tachnically adequate 
- = technically inadequate 
‘s Manua’l not available \ : 7 
; ‘ a : 
« . “Test is criterion-referenced 


Cnevices used by more than half of all responding @enters (N=39) . 


: — 


Table 5 _ 


Composition of Child Service Demonstration Genter Placement = 
* Teams: “Percentages of Centers Noting Each Team Membér 


e ? 


a 


_ Regular classroom teacher _ o * | 81.6% ° 
Parent — : 3 . 78.9% : 7 
LD specialist: —— 7 . 76.3% 
‘School administrator ‘ | ° 71.10% 
Special education teacher | Le. "71.0% = 
‘School psychologist —— : . 63.2% _ ore 
Educational diagnostician 7 5543h - 
Speech/language/audiology specialist 55.3% ; 
Psychologist \ _ ‘ 52.6% 
School Scilieelox p < 36.8% 
‘CSDC administrator . | 34.2% : 
Child. © : » 28.9% 
Child psychologist _ oO , 21.0% ; 
Social worker 21.0% ‘ 
Physi¢ian - | ° - 18.4% | 
Paraprofessional aide | ‘ 10.5% oe 
Juvenile/court officer 7.9% ‘ ; 
Nevrologist/neuropsychologist | ° a 7.9% « ‘ 
Psychiatrist -_ : 7.9% 
Barly childhood specialist . So 3h 
Nurse ° ) 5.3% : ; 
“rable includes only those membeys mentioned by more than one 
center. -An additional se nee] members were identified by-one 
center only. , * . 
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: » Table 6 


« 


Percentages af Child Service Demonstration Centers Mentioning ‘ 


13 Aspects of the Assessment /Decision-Making Process 


aA : 

Aspect . ; percentage 

Child foil oe woksied ; 2 * 94.3 ‘ 

Review-of referral 7 . ° 40.0 - . 
Appoint assessment ae - 11.4 

Obtain pavental pavutesion to assess ae 40.0 ° ~ 

ree ‘ . : | . 97.1 : : 

re viel) of assessment results : . 445.7 

Eligibility determination . 14.3 | oy 

Contact parent after assessment ; 22.8 s 

Deve lbp TEP a , : > 42.8 , 

Plagement ‘decision _ 37.1 

Patent‘al permission for placement —~ ‘ 11.4 ¢* 4 

Develop strategies to taplienent IEP. -_ 14.3 , 

‘ * ‘ 
Implement program : " 48.6 ° 


— 


SaEnSnSEERSRSEIOI Sena 


"9 The 13 aspects were derived from\a brief survey of the literature 


dealing with the team decision-making and Individualized Educational 


‘ ‘Planning (IEP) processes (cf. Gillespie, 1978; Hoff, Fenton, : Yoshida, 


& Kaufman, 1878; Walker, H., 1978; Walker, J., 1976)" as well as from 
a review of a gample of the respons to this item by. CSDCs_ and 
.Special Education Directors (cf. Ysseldyke & Poland, in press). 
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Table 7 ~~ 
\ o + - = : . a a 


Percentages of Child Service Demonstration Centers Specjfying — ; ‘ 


Assessment Content Areas and Professionals” aa 
pt ea ~—~—— kd eS 
» Content Areag , Professionals , Ai ° 
“ ia. . } s 
: ' = Psycholdgical 29.4 Psychologist 8.8 oe 4 
Observation es os 26.5 Regular class teacher 8.8 
/ Educational 20.6 Speech/language/ : . 
: ° N ' 4 audiology specialist 539 
_Parent information 17.6 a . 
‘ ; « : F F 
. / 1 
6 8 a - > 
ee an Interviews ‘ 14..7 : ; ’ 
“Medical 1.8 0 7 7 
+ \ . \ ; ’ \ 
Speech/language . 5.9 ° ” } 
; ° . 4 Ny - ° 
Vision/hearing 5.9 _ ~ = 
‘ ae v 
: Diagnostic ." 569 ‘ 
Standardized 5.9 ; ) - . é 
Screening . : ~ 5.9 : 
a reenter ait! 


ry 
~ ~ 


“Table includes components listed bv at least two centers. Percentages 
are based on all 34 centers. specifying an assessment step. - 
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, . CSDC Assessment and DccfBion Making — 
2 : a 7 . : : * : d. : ae - 
: a : “a i “a : 
1, C&ater Information - “ . 
a. Dace center began (nonth .ang year) 


b. .Age range of. students served “ ; & ' . 


— ee 


c. Number cf students served since begianing of project a 


d.+ Number of ‘students served during. 1978-79 school vear: 


e. Check definacion of “Learning disahilities” currently used by center in identification of children to 
ba served: a , 


1 Cc Natignal Advisory: Council on Handicapped Children (1968) - Oo , 
CO {Proposed Federal Regulations (Novenbex 29, 1976) 
: CJ Federal Regulations (December 29, 1977) ; : : 7 


C] Other (please enclose a copy of the definition) - 


ye the‘ left-hand column below, please check the kinds of data that vour cencer collects about. students. ° 
For each kind Sé@ data checked, please indicate on the grid whether it is used for the purpose of screening, 
| placenent, dnstructional progragning, pupil evaluation, and/or program evaluation. 4 
> y 


: - f Purpose _ “ : 


ing, 


¢ 


. Pa ma 
. F 
« 
. 
. 


. oN 
. oer ry 


eening 


- 


Placement 
Anstruc 
Programm 
Pupil 
Evaluation 
Program 
Evaluation 


Adaptive behavior/social data 


[3 Cricerion-referenced tests .y : 
— : * ° 
. [[y tngormal devices Se ee ee ee ee 
. CT] Interviewing * Ls. | | | ; . 
Cl Medical and social histories | | 
P : ! ‘ 
Ga 4 r] Med4cal data | | | 
? LJ Norm-referenced tests || vb . saa 
‘ . . 
T] Observation i . = 
| Past records | | | 
: nos ; : 
. . 43. Please name each device that vour center uses sin assessing, students (e.3., ITPA, cencer-develoced reading 
inventory, etc.). Then, indicate the frequency with which each is uséd Cor the purpose of sercening, >lace- 
* ment, instructional programming, pupil evaluation, and/or program evaluation. *Use the tollowing numbers: . 
‘4 ‘ 
l ~ never 2 - rarely 3 - occasionally 4 - frequently 5 ~ almost always 6 - always 
« Note: A device, although administered, need not be used for aay of the listed purposes. ‘o 
ome rating should be recorded if this is the case. 4 
. a 7 : 
, . ‘ ; Purpose 
: > 
00 * ~, 
@ . c 
a a °* oor ) os = 5 o ‘ 
. c S . =“ = 
. ” ¥ 3) E a) ew t. 
¢ : 38 “9 a9 
wv a @ he he mw 3 ww . 
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4. Whac is the typical composition of the group of individuals who make placement decisions about children 
in your center? (Please check all that typically are involved.) ; 


s 


Chifd | F 
Child psychologist 


Psychologist . 


ooopooooooo 


Regular classroom teacher 
CSDC administrator School administrator ~ 
Educational diagnostician School counselor 
LD specialist School psychologist 

Social worker %. 2 


Special education teacher 


Neurologist/neuropsychologist 
ms yn 


wy 


Paraprofessional aide 


Spess / language / audiology epeciajist 


Parent (s) 


oooooooodo 


Physician : 
Psychiatrist 


4 .Y i ‘ 


Please list and describe in the customary order of occurrence enbaayon geen inthe assessment /decision- 
making process used in your center: Be as specific as possible. An exam uch a sequence night be: 


(1) Referral by a teacher or parent, ...! (4) Psychological assessment, ... etc. 
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Appendix B 
° 
e 


Descriptions and Examples of. the Thirteen 


Steps inia Model of the Assessment/ 


‘ 


Decision-Making Process 
Me . : 


Child found or referred 


« 


Review of refetral . 


Appoint assessment ceam 


» 


Obtain. parental permission 
to assess. ’ 


Asscssment 


Review of assessment results 


wv 


“ 
? ° 


Eligibility determination. 


_ Contact parent aftdér 


assessment 


Develop LEP 


Placement decision 


wo 


Parental pptwission for 


placement 


Develop strategies to 
: implement [EP 


Implement program . ; 


a 


who act as 


‘ment mee 


‘The child's teacher, parent, etc., initiates a 
request that the child be evaluated to determine 
the need for a modification in current educational 


programming.- This includes cases which originate , 
as a result of ‘the routine :screening of students -~ 
in a district. ; - : 


The referral is directed to one or a group of persons 
“zate keepers." Decigions are made as to 
how appropriate the referral is, whether the problem, 


_cah be dealt with ‘in the classroom, and whether the 


referral requires further action. . 


An assessment team is appointed, with each team,member 
asgigned specific responsibilities for collecting 
information on the child. 


Parents are informed of their rights and of the .pro- 
posed action to be taken in assessing their child. 
Efforts may be made to involve parents in the assess- 
ment Process. : -* 

taf 
The process of collecting data ‘on a child fdr the 
purpose of making educational decisions (eligibility/ 
‘instructional planning): Often this step is broken ’ 
down’ into a number of: sequences such as i a alas * 
tests, nurse, physical, etc. : 


Members of the assessment team meet to discuss their 


‘results and decide whether further assessment is 


necessary. Often this step is combined in the same 
meeting in which eligibility is determined and the 
LEP deve lopéd. . 


The ace of persons inv lved in conducting the gssess- 

s to decide whether,” on the basis of their 
findings, the student meets the eligibility criteria 
for Ceuenveny qpecial education services. 


Parents are notified of the results of the assess- 
ment process carried out on their child.’ If the.child 
has been classified as eligible to receive services, 
then the parents are informed of the date of the 


_ meeting at which the TEP will be developed. 


a 
A group of persons meets to develop the LEP. This 
group includes the Parent or an‘ authorized revre- 
sentative, ard at least one representative of the 
team that determined the child to be eligible. 
Eligibility. may be determined at She same meeting ‘. 
ingwhich the IEP is developed. : 


A dectsion is made as td what program of services 
to provide the child. Ideally, there is a range of 


options from whiclf the final choice is made. 


Parents are given the oppgrtunity to respond to the 


_ Proposed plan of services. 


t 


> t 
Those persons specifically respohsible for carrying 


out the education plan described in the LEP develop 
instructional strategies to accomplish these goals. 


The instructional plan and program placemest outlined 
in the IEP are initiated. 
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Description , Nw 


Permission A 


Classificatio 
Recommendatio 


? 
* 


* ve 


ee tee 


ie 


{! 
a 


Referral 


Referral by teacher or parent 
Séreening and referral 


6 


‘ » 
Screenings of- referral 


¥ 


‘Assignment of responsibility 


for assessment 


evaluate ob- 
tained 


Parent signs to test 


Comprehensive evaluation 


by team . 


Psychoeducat Lonal testing’ 


: N, 


Meeting to assemble 


assessment results . é 


Team report of results 


. 0 


decision | 
of wligibility 
commit Lee . 


Parents notified “fF 


LEP mee . 
Review results with 
parents ’ 


4 


IEP written. 
Dev pment of TEP 
Teagher writes TEP 


Recommendation for placement 
Placement team meet ing 


Parents approve placement 


Objectives written 


Individual prograrning 


Placement made ~ 
LEP imp] cemented 


cn re ta i 


er 


oC . 
ERIC - 


4 ap 
-*As part’ of its continuation proposal, the: Inst itute was required to 


; st a 
x : 7 fae 
= eae 
bt “_ ’ : 
; = P PUBLICATIONS ee ee | easy 
P Institute ‘for Pose aees on ee Disabilities a 
University of Minnesota 0 os . ote “ 
‘The. ivstdeuce: is not taaad for the distribution of its publications. Lote 
Publications may be obtained for $2 per. document, a fee designed to cover 
Pees and postage costs. Only checks’ arid money orders payable to the 
University of Minnesota can be aceeprre: All orders must be prepaid. 
ff : ~ 
| ‘ . 
Requests should be directed to: Editor © ot : 
ea P Institute For Research, on Learning 
: Disabilities 
s . 350 Elliott Hall . 
Pe oo i, » 75-East River Road = gt a 
. University of Minnesota | ~ . a . 
E 7s : Minneapolis, Minnesota 9459" *e <= cca 
Ysseldyke, J. E. Assessing the leacadag disabled Youngster: The state — ae 
of the art (Research Report No. 1). Novembér, 1977. _ = - & € os 
att . ” . an the 


4Ysseldyke, J. E. Reseatch and ‘development plan: Universit of Minnésota’ mej 


Institute for Resedkch on ae Disabilities pheneeeaee No.:.1). _ # 
June, 1978. Oo * 


~ 


re 


*YsseLdyke, J. E., & Thurlow, M. L. en a laste of ov peculedae: 


‘. base: “‘Tdenti fies ion and gecoten sik of, learning disabled children 
(Monograph No. 2). ane 1978." _ ee ea - 


#*Ysseldyke, diy Eat Oegenteadional plan for Minnesota's Institute for 
-Research on-’ pears pasabs titres (Monogtaph No...3). ~ June, 1978. 


ivsseldyke, ds E., & Thurlow, Mos Be Specific investigations to be com= 
pleted during _years two’ and three pad ees No. 4). a 1978. 
: e ee , ae 
* ie 
*Ysseldyke, Je Big '& Thurlow, M. Le Training o opportunities at an oabee s : 


Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities ae ala No. 5)87" | 
Ne. 1978. —_ . - a : bode 


‘ © 7 


« . = F y 


*Y¥gseldyke, J. E. . Client bade (ionograph No. 6a ounce 1978. 


a 


Ysseldyke, J. Eo, & Regan, R. R. Nandteee amebone! assessment and ~ . a 
decision making (Monograph No. 7). February, 1979. °_-? a 


+*Thurlow, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Assessment in the ‘in the child service demon- a a: 


stration centers. for peacnine ming disabled pled children. (Research Report . « = S 
No. 2). March, 1979. 7 7 


- 


prepare thesefmonographs. Because they. are’ part.of the pEPROsan: 
they arg not available for ‘general distribution. Z 


*kThis r6search report is not béing distrjbuted by the Institute. Requests , 


for it should be directed fo: The NETWORK, 200 S. Main Street, Andover, | 
Massachusetts Q1810.+ © ae = * , : . 


> eu ae “ot 
" / rt aoe 


* mo - 7 an) “e 
é ee .. on rd ° : : ; 4 a 7 6, e * A 
_* Foster G., Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J, Susceptibility to stereo-. 
« ; typic bias (Research Report No. 3). March, 1979. ae ss 


z ; ; ‘Algozzine, ‘B, An analysis: of the disturbingness .and acceptability of. 
i. * : “behaviors as a function of: diagnostic label’ (Research Report’ No. 4). 
: March, 1979. . . : 8 ; 


. + | Algozzine, B : & McGraw, R. Djagnost ic testing in mathematics: An. . .- 
~ eo. .°  extensd of the PIAT? (Research Report No. 5),‘ March, .1979: 
‘ . Ears ” Pa c } 7 


_~ ’ oe Deno, S. Le A direct obsetvation approach to measurin classroom’ 7 


es 7 ‘behavior: °Procedures .and application (Research Report No. 6). 
Aa April, 1979. .° - 


‘\ 
4 
‘ 


» Ysseldyke, J. E.,+& Mirkin, P. K. Proceedings of the Minnesota round-. ; 

_ ~ table conference on assessment of learning disabled children © “ 
“= 4 (Monograph No. 8). April, 1979. , : a _ 
- Q : 


- * Somaru, J. P.'' A new approach to the assessment of learning disabilities . 
“(Monograph No. 9). April, 1979, 5 | | 


Algozzine; B.,.Forgnone, C., Mercer, c.D., & Trifiletti,’J. J. Toward 1. we 
4 , - | defining discreparcies for specific learning disabilities: An 
- ¢ analysis,.and alternatives (Research Report No. 7). June, 1979. 
4 flgozzide, B. The disturbing’ ehild: A va idation re 
' Report No. 8)..°"June, 1979.5 2 + 


rt (Research 


oe Ysgeldyke,. J. E. , Atgozzine , B., Regan, R., & Potter, M. ‘Technical 
fo .' 4, adequacy of tests use by professionals in simulated decision 
: 2 + 25“: making (Reseaych Report No. 9). July, 1979. . e+ 


ss “pieikins, J. R., Deno, *&. L., & Mirkin,” P..K., Medsuring pupil progress 
..t yeycts, toward the least-restrictive environment, (Monograph No. 10). 4 
: > August, 1979... - i: . ; 


. 
. Pod 7 
- * f . 
ta : 
a) t " s . z “o 


: ; Mir in, P. K., & Deno,-S. L. Formative -eyvaluat fon in the classroom: An 
eo: , approach to improving ins§guction (Research Repor tyllo. 10). Augusty 
; 1979. pe ; va : : a - Sone, : 
» fs , 


| . . . a 
- 2 M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. . Current assessment ang 


decision-making: , 
(Research Réport . 


° 


ractices in model programs for the learnin disable 
“No. 11). August, 1979. ee 2 


f e: - 
wo ' : Pa cs wake, . - : F 
is . "Den y S.’L., ‘Chiang, B., Tindal, G., & Blackburn, M.° Experimental analvsis 
he " >. 2, “ef pro ram -components : “An approach to researth in CSDC's (Research. . 
@ . — Report No. 12). August, 1979. : 4 
; Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B;, Shinn, M., & McGue, M. Similarities and 
‘ _ * - “hi fferences betwee unde rachievers and students labeled learning 7 a 
oa e Tee disabldd: Identicyt Twins with different mothers (Research Report ~ 
hs ge eS ‘Wo. 13). September, 1979. Oa : a gee 
., r . F ¢. - a . o F s : aa , ‘ 
‘ ; (<) ; a a . bad a. x ; 
ERIC os : 
Prue Provided by ERG 


Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, R | Perspectives on assessment of learning 
disabled students (Monograph. No. Il). Octaber, 1979. — 


Poland, Be Be, Ysseldyke, Ze E., Thurlow, Mi L., & Mirkin, P. K. Current ° 
' agsessment and decision- -—making practices in school ‘settings as_ reported 
by directors: of special ‘education (Research Report No. 14). ‘November, 
. , 1979..> 


c 


McGue, M., di ink, M., & Ysséldyke, ae Seas ies of the roe cenueea 
odueat tonal bactery with learning disabled students (Research 
No. 15). November, 1979. 


z 


‘ Deno, S., Mirkin, P., & Shinn, M. Behavioral perspectives on the assessment 


of learning disabled children (Monograph No. 12). November, 8979. 


@ 
we ~ 
of o XN 
x es 
1 c 
a cy e 
r - \ ‘) ¢ 
« = ’ 
Cc. 
5 f : ‘ 
+ my 
Y 
i « ? A ; 
9 ‘a ~ 6 
’ 
o 
. ~” ‘ é 
) ” » 
* 
° td 
S$. 
~ 4 
: i: » 
. “ 
> , . 
; a . ‘ 
- « 
| ? q 
° 
bg 1. ° 
é 
. > 
@ © 4 
e é a 
Ney ¢ ‘o t 
> 
s 
| * 2 s 
Y Of 
r ’ * 
"2 . 
“ » 
. p a 
@ * # 
Tr ° t e Pp 
* t 
a 
iN . F ° 
wh : . A ‘> 
- : aty 


